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LIST OF PETITION ACTION BY TRADE ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE FOR PERIOD 01/20/2000–02/17/2000—Continued

Firm name Address Date petition
accepted Product

Pennsylvania Machine Work, Inc .......... 100 Bethel Road Aston, PA 19014 ...... 24–Jan–2000 Forged steel and alloy industrial pipe
fittings.

Water Color Graphics, Inc ..................... 252 Bethlehem Pike Colmar, PA
18915.

02–Feb–2000 Water based inks.

Thompson Industries, Inc ...................... 4260 Arkansas Avenue, S. Russell-
ville, AR 72802.

02–Feb–2000 Pressure treated lumber, posts and
poles and ties and guardrails.

Dares Corporation .................................. 220 East Hersey St. Ashland, OR
97520.

03–Feb–2000 Sharpening machines and grinding
wheels.

Osprey Packs, Inc .................................. 115 Progress Circle Cortez, CO 81321 03–Feb–2000 Backpacks of man-made fiber.
Pallets, Inc ............................................. 99 1/2 East Street, Fort Edward, NY

12828.
04–Feb–2000 Wood pallets used to transport goods.

Rockford Powertrain, Inc ....................... 1200 Windsor Road Rockford, IL
61111.

04–Feb–2000 Torque converters, clutches and uni-
versal joints.

Dixie Packaging, Inc .............................. 915 Tanner Road Taylors, SC 29602 .. 16–Feb–2000 Plastic bags made from polypropylene
film.

Splash Marine, Inc ................................. 135 NE 38th Terrace Oklahoma City,
OK 73105.

16–Feb–2000 Boats of reinforced plastic.

K & F Electronics, Inc ............................ 33041 Groesbeck Fraser, MI 48026 .... 16–Feb–2000 Printed circuit boards.
McElroy Company, Inc ........................... 411 7th Street Snyder, OK 73566 ....... 16–Feb–2000 Trailers for agricultural use.
Twinplex Manufacturing Co ................... 840 Lively Boulevard Wood Dale, IL

60191.
17–Feb–2000 Tubes and shells, drawn of alloy steel

for consumer batteries, automotive,
appliances, electronics, military am-
munition and industrial applications.

Watangaa Inc., d.b.a. Coyote Found
Candles.

31 Workman Street, Port Townsend,
WA 98368.

17–Feb–2000 Candles.

The petitions were submitted
pursuant to Section 251 of the Trade Act
of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2341). Consequently,
the United States Department of
Commerce has initiated separate
investigations to determine whether
increased imports into the United States
of articles like or directly competitive
with those produced by each firm
contributed importantly to total or
partial separation of the firm’s workers,
or threat thereof, and to a decrease in
sales or production of each petitioning
firm.

Any party having a substantial
interest in the proceedings may request
a public hearing on the matter. A
request for a hearing must be received
by Trade Adjustment Assistance, Room
7315, Economic Development
Administration, U.S. Department of
Commerce, Washington, DC 20230, no
later than the close of business of the
tenth calendar day following the
publication of this notice.

The Catalog of Federal Domestic
Assistance official program number and
title of the program under which these
petitions are submitted is 11.313, Trade
Adjustment Assistance.

Dated: February 17, 2000.

Anthony J. Meyer,
Coordinator, Trade Adjustment and
Technical Assistance.
[FR Doc. 00–4719 Filed 2–28–00; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 3510–24–P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

International Trade Administration

[C–122–815 (alloy), C–122–815 (pure)]

Alloy Magnesium and Pure Magnesium
From Canada; Preliminary Results of
Full Sunset Reviews

AGENCY: Import Administration,
International Trade Administration,
Department of Commerce.
ACTION: Notice of Preliminary Results of
Full Sunset Reviews: Alloy Magnesium
and Pure Magnesium from Canada.

SUMMARY: On August 2, 1999, the
Department of Commerce (‘‘the
Department’’) initiated sunset reviews of
the countervailing duty orders on alloy
magnesium and pure magnesium from
Canada (64 FR 41915) pursuant to
section 751(c) of the Tariff Act of 1930,
as amended (‘‘the Act’’). On the basis of
a notice of intent to participate filed on
behalf of the domestic industry and
substantive comments filed on behalf of
the domestic industry and respondent
interested parties, the Department is
conducting a full review. As a result of
this review, the Department
preliminarily finds that revocation of
the countervailing duty orders would be
likely to lead to continuation or
recurrence of a countervailable subsidy.
The net countervailable subsidy and the
nature of the subsidy are identified in
the Preliminary Results of Reviews
section of this notice.

EFFECTIVE DATE: February 29, 2000.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Darla D. Brown or Melissa G. Skinner,
Office of Policy for Import
Administration, International Trade
Administration, U.S. Department of
Commerce, 14th & Constitution,
Washington, D.C. 20230; telephone:
(202) 482–3207 or (202) 482–1560,
respectively.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Statute and Regulations
This review is being conducted

pursuant to sections 751(c) and 752 of
the Act. The Department’s procedures
for the conduct of sunset reviews are set
forth in Procedures for Conducting Five-
year (‘‘Sunset’’) Reviews of
Antidumping and Countervailing Duty
Orders, 63 FR 13516 (March 20, 1998)
(‘‘Sunset Regulations’’) and in 19 CFR
Part 351 (1999) in general. Guidance on
methodological or analytical issues
relevant to the Department’s conduct of
sunset reviews is set forth in the
Department’s Policy Bulletin 98:3—
Policies Regarding the Conduct of Five-
year (‘‘Sunset’’) Reviews of
Antidumping and Countervailing Duty
Orders; Policy Bulletin, 63 FR 18871
(April 16, 1998) (‘‘Sunset Policy
Bulletin’’).

Background
On August 2, 1999, the Department

initiated sunset reviews of the
countervailing duty orders on alloy
magnesium and pure magnesium from
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1 See Memorandum to Jeffrey A. May, RE: Sunset
Reviews of Alloy Magnesium and Pure Magnesium
from Canada: Adequacy of Respondent Interested
Party Response to the Notice of Initiation,
September 21, 1999.

2 On September 3, 1999, the Department received
and granted a request from Magcorp for a five
working-day extension of the deadline for filing
rebuttal comments in this sunset review. This
extension was granted for all participants eligible to
file rebuttal comments in this review. The deadline
for filing rebuttals to the substantive comments
therefore became September 13, 1999.

3 See Extension of Time Limit for Preliminary
Results of Full Five-Year Reviews, 64 FR 66879
(November 30, 1999).

4 See Final Affirmative Countervailing Duty
Determinations: Pure Magnesium and Alloy
Magnesium from Canada, 57 FR 30946 (July 13,
1992).

5 Moreover, we note that as of January 1, 2000,
Article 6.1 has ceased to apply (see Article 31 of
the Subsidies Agreement).

Canada (64 FR 41915), pursuant to
section 751(c) of the Act. The
Department received a notice of intent
to participate on behalf of the
Magnesium Corporation of America
(‘‘Magcorp’’) on August 13, 1999, within
the deadline specified in section
351.218(d)(1)(i) of the Sunset
Regulations. Pursuant to 19 U.S.C.
1677(9)(C), Magcorp claimed interested
party status as a domestic producer of
the subject merchandise. Moreover,
Magcorp stated that it was a petitioner
in the original countervailing duty
investigations and has participated in
all of the administrative reviews
conducted by the Department. The
Department received a complete
substantive response from Magcorp on
September 1, 1999, within the 30-day
deadline specified in the Sunset
Regulations under section
351.218(d)(3)(i).

The Department also received a
complete substantive response on behalf
of NHCI on September 1, 1999, within
the deadline specified in the Sunset
Regulations under section
351.218(d)(3)(i). NHCI claimed
interested party status under 19 U.S.C.
1677(9)(A) as a manufacturer and
exporter of the subject merchandise to
the United States. In its substantive
response, NHCI stated that it
participated in the original investigation
and all of the subsequent administrative
reviews.

In addition, the Department received
a substantive response on behalf of the
Government of Quebec (‘‘GOQ’’) on
September 1, 1999, within the deadline
specified in the Sunset Regulations
under section 351.218(d)(3)(i). The GOQ
claimed interested party status under 19
U.S.C. 1677(9)(B) as a provincial
government of the country in which the
subject merchandise is produced and
from which it is exported. The GOQ also
claimed interested party status under 19
U.S.C. 1677(3), as a political subdivision
of Canada and, therefore, the ‘‘country’’
of Canada, where the subject
merchandise is produced and from
which it is exported.

The Department determined that
NHCI’s and the GOQ’s responses
constituted an adequate response to the
notice of initiation. As a result, the
Department determined, in accordance
with section 351.218(e)(2) of the Sunset
Regulations, to conduct full (240 day)
reviews.1

On September 13, 1999, the
Department received rebuttal comments
from Magcorp NHCI, and the GOQ.2

In accordance with section
751(c)(5)(C)(v) of the Act, the
Department may treat a sunset review as
extraordinarily complicated if it is a
review of a transition order (i.e., an
order in effect on January 1, 1995). On
November 30, 1999, the Department
determined that the sunset reviews of
the countervailing duty orders on alloy
magnesium and pure magnesium from
Canada are extraordinarily complicated
pursuant to section 751(c)(5)(C)(v) of the
Act, and extended the time limit for
completion of the preliminary results of
these reviews until not later than
February 18, 2000, in accordance with
section 751(c)(5)(B) of the Act.3

Scope
The products covered by these orders

are pure magnesium and alloy
magnesium from Canada. Pure
magnesium contains at least 99.8
percent magnesium by weight and is
sold in various slab and ingot forms and
sizes. Magnesium alloys contain less
than 99.8 percent magnesium by weight
with magnesium being the largest
metallic element in the alloy by weight,
and are sold in various ingot and billet
forms and sizes. The merchandise is
currently classifiable under items
8104.11.0000 and 8104.19.0000 of the
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the
United States (‘‘HTSUS’’). Although the
HTSUS subheadings are provided for
convenience and customs purposes, our
written description of the scope remains
dispositive. Secondary and granular
magnesium are not included in the
scope of these orders.

Analysis of Comments Received
All issues raised in the case and

rebuttal briefs by parties to these sunset
reviews are addressed in the ‘‘Issues and
Decision Memorandum’’ (‘‘Decision
Memo’’) from Jeffrey A. May, Director,
Office of Policy, Import Administration,
to Robert S. LaRussa, Assistant
Secretary for Import Administration,
dated February 18, 2000, which is
hereby adopted and incorporated by
reference into this notice. The issues
discussed in the attached Decision
Memo include the likelihood of

continuation or recurrence of a
countervailable subsidy, the net
countervailable subsidy likely to prevail
were the orders revoked, and the nature
of the subsidy. Parties can find a
complete discussion of all issues raised
in this review and the corresponding
recommendations in this public
memorandum which is on file in B–099.

In addition, a complete version of the
Decision Memo can be accessed directly
on the Web at www.ita.doc.gov/
import—admin/records/frn/, under the
heading ‘‘Canada.’’ The paper copy and
electronic version of the Decision
Memorandum are identical in content.

Preliminary Results of Reviews
As a result of these reviews, the

Department preliminarily finds that
revocation of the countervailing duty
orders would be likely to lead to
continuation or recurrence of a
countervailable subsidy. The net
countervailable subsidy is 1.84 percent
ad valorem for NHCI and 4.48 percent
ad valorem for ‘‘all others.’’ Timminco,
which was found to have an estimated
net subsidy of zero in the original
investigations, remains excluded from
the orders.4

Although the program included in our
calculation of the net countervailable
subsidy likely to prevail if the orders
were revoked does not fall within the
definition of an export subsidy under
Article 3.1(a) of the Subsidies
Agreement, it may be a subsidy
described in Article 6, if the net
countervailable subsidy exceeds 5
percent, as measured in accordance
with Annex IV of the Subsidies
Agreement. The Department, however,
has no information with which to make
such a calculation, nor do we believe it
appropriate to attempt such a
calculation in the course of a sunset
review.5 Rather, we are providing the
Commission the following program
description.

Article 7 (‘‘SDI’’) Grants from the
Quebec Industrial Development
Corporation

Acting on special mandates from the
GOQ, the SDI provides assistance under
Article 7 in the form of loans, loan
guarantees, grants, assumptions of costs
on loans, and equity investments.

Any interested party may request a
hearing within 30 days of publication of
this notice in accordance with 19 CFR
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1 On September 3, 1999, the Department received
and granted a request from Magcorp for a five
working-day extension of the deadline for filing
rebuttal comments in this sunset review. This
extension was granted for all participants eligible to
file rebuttal comments in this review. The deadline
for filing rebuttals to the substantive comments
therefore became September 13, 1999.

2 See Extension of Time Limit for Preliminary
Results of Full Five-Year Reviews, 64 FR 66879
(November 30, 1999).

351.310(c). Any hearing, if requested,
will be held on April 19, 2000.
Interested parties may submit case briefs
no later than April 10, 2000, in
accordance with 19 CFR
351.309(c)(1)(i). Rebuttal briefs, which
must be limited to issues raised in the
case briefs, may be filed not later than
April 17, 2000. The Department will
issue a notice of final results of this
sunset review, which will include the
results of its analysis of issues raised in
any such comments, no later than June
27, 2000.

Dated: February 18, 2000.
Robert S. LaRussa,
Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration.
[FR Doc. 00–4800 Filed 2–28–00; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510–DS–P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

International Trade Administration

[A–122–814]

Pure Magnesium from Canada;
Preliminary Results of Full Sunset
Review

AGENCY: Import Administration,
International Trade Administration,
Department of Commerce.
ACTION: Notice of Preliminary Results of
Full Sunset Review: Pure Magnesium
from Canada.

SUMMARY: On August 2, 1999, the
Department of Commerce (‘‘the
Department’’) initiated a sunset review
of the antidumping duty order on pure
magnesium from Canada (64 FR 41915)
pursuant to section 751(c) of the Tariff
Act of 1930, as amended (‘‘the Act’’). On
the basis of a notice of intent to
participate filed on behalf of domestic
interested parties and adequate
substantive comments filed on behalf of
domestic and respondent interested
parties, the Department determined to
conduct a full review. As a result of this
review, the Department preliminarily
finds that revocation of the antidumping
duty order would likely lead to
continuation or recurrence of dumping
at the levels indicated in the
Preliminary Results of Review section of
this notice.
EFFECTIVE DATE: February 29, 2000.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Darla D. Brown or Melissa G. Skinner,
Office of Policy for Import
Administration, International Trade
Administration, U.S. Department of
Commerce, 14th Street and Constitution
Avenue, NW, Washington, DC 20230;

telephone: (202) 482–3207 or (202) 482–
1560, respectively.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Statute and Regulations
This review is being conducted

pursuant to sections 751(c) and 752 of
the Act. The Department’s procedures
for the conduct of sunset reviews are set
forth in Procedures for Conducting Five-
year (‘‘Sunset’’) Reviews of
Antidumping and Countervailing Duty
Orders, 63 FR 13516 (March 20, 1998)
(‘‘Sunset Regulations’’) and 19 CFR Part
351 (1999) in general. Guidance on
methodological or analytical issues
relevant to the Department’s conduct of
sunset reviews is set forth in the
Department’s Policy Bulletin 98:3—
Policies Regarding the Conduct of Five-
year (‘‘Sunset’’) Reviews of
Antidumping and Countervailing Duty
Orders; Policy Bulletin, 63 FR 18871
(April 16, 1998) (‘‘Sunset Policy
Bulletin’’).

Background
On August 2, 1999, the Department

initiated a sunset review of the
antidumping order on magnesium from
Canada (64 FR 41915), pursuant to
section 751(c) of the Act. The
Department received a notice of intent
to participate on behalf of the
Magnesium Corporation of America
(‘‘Magcorp’’) on August 13, 1999, within
the deadline specified in section
351.218(d)(1)(i) of the Sunset
Regulations. Pursuant to 19 U.S.C.
1677(9)(C), Magcorp claimed interested
party status as a domestic producer of
pure magnesium. Moreover, Magcorp
stated that it was a petitioner in the
original antidumping investigation and
has participated in all of the
administrative reviews conducted by
the Department. The Department
received a complete substantive
response from Magcorp on September 1,
1999, within the 30-day deadline
specified in the Sunset Regulations
under section 351.218(d)(3)(i).

The Department also received a
complete substantive response on behalf
of Norsk Hydro Canada Inc. (‘‘NHCI’’),
on September 1, 1999, within the
deadline specified in the Sunset
Regulations under section
351.218(d)(3)(i). NHCI claimed
interested party status under 19 U.S.C.
1677(9)(A) as a manufacturer and
exporter of pure magnesium to the
United States. In its substantive
response, NHCI stated that it
participated in the original investigation
and all of the subsequent administrative
reviews. The Department determined
that NHCI’s response constituted an
adequate response to the notice of

initiation. As a result, the Department
determined, in accordance with section
351.218(e)(2) of the Sunset Regulations,
to conduct a full (240 day) review.

On September 13, 1999, the
Department received rebuttal comments
from Magcorp and NHCI.1

In accordance with section
751(c)(5)(C)(v) of the Act, the
Department may treat a sunset review as
extraordinarily complicated if it is a
review of a transition order (i.e., an
order in effect on January 1, 1995). On
November 30, 1999, the Department
determined that the sunset review of the
antidumping duty order on pure
magnesium from Canada is
extraordinarily complicated pursuant to
section 751(c)(5)(C)(v) of the Act, and
extended the time limit for completion
of the preliminary results of this review
until not later than February 18, 2000,
in accordance with section 751(c)(5)(B)
of the Act.2

Scope of Review
The merchandise subject to this

antidumping duty order is pure
magnesium from Canada. Pure
magnesium is currently classifiable
under item number 8104.11.0000 of the
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the
United States (‘‘HTSUS’’). Pure
unwrought magnesium contains at least
99.8 percent magnesium by weight and
is sold in various slab and ingot forms
and sizes. Granular and secondary
magnesium are excluded from the scope
of this review. Although the HTSUS
subheading is provided for convenience
and customs purposes, the written
description remains dispositive.

Analysis of Comments Received
All issues raised in the case and

rebuttal briefs by parties to this sunset
review are addressed in the ‘‘Issues and
Decision Memorandum’’ (‘‘Decision
Memo’’) from Jeffrey A. May, Director,
Office of Policy, Import Administration,
to Robert S. LaRussa, Assistant
Secretary for Import Administration,
dated February 18, 2000, which is
hereby adopted and incorporated by
reference into this notice. The issues
discussed in the attached Decision
Memo include the likelihood of
continuation or recurrence of dumping
and the magnitude of the margin likely
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